
Skybridge Spectrum Foundation 
Warren Havens 

Member, Director, President and Assignee 
 

Amendment of Thursday, May 5, 2016 
 
Friday April 29, 2016 
 
To:  Office of the Secretary 
 Federal Communications Commission 
 Via electronic filings in the dockets and on ULS as listed below.1 
 
Attn: The Commission (for matters in the two dockets listed below) 
 The Chief of the Wireless Bureau (for the WB matters noted below) 
 
Re:   On ECFS, docket 11-71 (proceeding before Judge Sippel regarding the Maritime HDO 

FCC 11-64). 
 
On ECFS, docket 13-85 (Maritime “Second Thursday” request matters and related) 
 
On ULS:  Skybridge Spectrum Foundation (“SSF”) pending applications and matters on 
ULS before the Wireless Bureau pertaining to applications and filings by Receiver Susan 
Uecker in the name of SSF (including transfer of control applications) and by the real 
party in interest in the Receivership under Ms. Uecker, Arnold Leong.  

 
 This letter addressed matters that pertain to the above referenced pending docketed 
proceedings and pending ULS matters.   This filing of May 5, 2016 amends and replaces the 
initially filed version. 2 
 
 Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, as already explained to the FCC, filed for chapter 11 
bankruptcy. 3 The case is pending and Skybridge Spectrum Foundation is the debtor in 
possession (herein, “SSF”) with attendant authority including to submit applications and requests 
to the FCC, as it does herein.4 
 

1   A certificate of service and mailing will be separately prepared and filed. 
2   Ths filing is filed on May 5, 2016 (or possibly soon after 9 PM Pacific time/ Midnight Eastern time) 
on May 5, 2016) along with a related filing by SSF and Havens. The two filings are related.  These filings 
will be served to parties/ potential parties, and mailed to persons, on attached service/ mailing lists.  Filers 
believe that is no FCC rule imposing a time deadline applicable to these filings.   
3 In the US Bankruptcy Court, Delaware, Case No. 16-10626 (CSS), commenced on March 11, 2016. 
4  Upon the filing of a chapter 11 petition, the debtor becomes the debtor-in-possession.  11 U.S.C. § 
1101(1). The debtor-in-possession has all of the rights and powers and is obligated to perform all of the 
functions and duties of a chapter 11 trustee, including operating the debtor’s business. 11 U.S.C. §§ 
1107(a), 1108.  Indeed, that is the fundamental presumption underlying chapter 11.   See, e.g., In re 
Princeton Square Associates, L.P., 201 B.R. 90, 95 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1996). “Unless the court, on request 
of a party in interest and after notice and a hearing, orders otherwise, the trustee may operate the debtor’s 
business.”  11 U.S.C. § 1108. 



 This letter addresses an aspect of interlocutory Order FCC 15M-14 of Judge Sippel (the 
“Sippel Order”).  The Sippel Order (1) removed entities from the proceeding (only three of 
which were active parties) (the “Removal”) and (2) referred a question on “qualification” to the 
Commission for its consideration (the “Referral”).   
 
 1. First, attached hereto is a filing in 11-71, just resubmitted:  It is included here 
since that filing and the relief requested therein also bear upon matters in docket 13-85 and those 
on ULS referenced above.   
 
 2. Second, SSF herein preliminarily addresses5 the following filings in filings in 
docket 11-71: 

 
Petition to Stay or Hold in Abeyance the Issuance of a Hearing Designation 
Order, filed by Brian Weimer, counsel to Susan Uecker, for Susan Uecker, 
Receiver, on March 18, 2016, in FCC EB Docket No. 11-71, regarding File Nos. 
0013587779 et al. 
 
Reply Comments of Arnold Leong to Comments on Petition to Stay or Hold in 
Abeyance the Issuance of a Hearing Designation Order, filed by Arnold Leong, 
on April 12, 2016, in FCC EB Docket No. 11-71 and FCC WT Docket No. 13-85, 
regarding File Nos. 0013587779 et al. 
 

 The second filing listed above supports the first (together, “Receiver Request”).    
 
 The Receiver Request pertains to suggested rights of Mr. Uecker (the “Receiver”) and 
Mr. Leong to address the Commission regarding the Sippel Order and appeals of the Sippel 
Order6 (the “Appeals”).  The Appeals include, among others, the most recent appeal pleadings by 
attorney Jeff Blumenfeld filed for SSF, Havens individually, and certain LLCs. 7/8 

5   SSF has pending before the FCC a FOIA request to obtain records relating to communications and 
meetings with the FCC which SSF has evidence took place, between FCC staff and the Receiver, Leong, 
and/or their counsel on matters relevant to this filing.  The FCC issued to itself additional time to respond 
(and is now beyond that self-granted extension, with no new deadline indicated), otherwise, the response 
time provided under the FOIA passed some weeks ago.  Until SSF obtains the requested records, it cannot 
complete an assessment of some things that pertain to SSF in the above captioned pending FCC matters.  
Thus, SSF submits this preliminary statement and request at this time, not waiting any longer for the FCC 
to respond to the FOIA request.  
6  SSF does not believe either has FCC approval or otherwise established rights to participate in any 
aspect of the proceedings under or related to docket 11-71.  Even if a person has standing, they must 
submit a notice and request to become a party and show good cause (interest and standing, why they 
could not participate earlier, and why prejudice to other parties by the late participation should be 
excused, etc.), and obtain approval, to take part.  This applies even to successors in interest to an existing 
already accepted party, e.g., see Choctaw’s request to participate and the treatment of that request.  The 
Receiver purports to be a successor controller of SSF and the LLCs subject of the Sippel Order. 
7  Supplement to Interlocutory Appeals of the Sippel Order filed on 9-11-2015 (the “Supplement”), 
under written advance approval by the Office of General Counsel (as the due date, page length, permitted 
reply, etc.), by attorney Jeff Blumenfeld for SSF, Warren Havens (as an individual party) and LLCs 
managed by Havens, all of which were subject of the Sippel Order.  A Reply by Mr. Bluemenfeld was 
also filed for the same entities.   



 
 The Receiver Request seeks a stay any Commission issuance of an order as to a hearing 
based on the Referral, and by such requests a stay of decision on the Appeals, and further 
suggests that such as stay would allow or facilitate a sale by the Receiver of the FCC licenses she 
alleges to control held by LLCs she alleges to control.9 
 
 The Receiver Request is baseless and SSF requests that be summarily rejected,10 for the 
following reasons: 
 
  The main reason is:  The Receiver Request does not and cannot speak either for 
SSF or for Havens individually as to the Appeals, and SSF and Havens did not and do not 
support the Receiver Request.11   Thus, the request for a stay (and associate relief indicated) 
cannot be granted.   A request that cannot be granted is baseless and frivolous.   
 
  The second reason, not needed to grant the above request, is noted below (as it 
was in the initial filing of this letter).12  To further explain this note: § 309(d) of the 
Communication Act provides that if a “substantial and material question of fact is presented” by 
“the pleadings filed, or other matters which it may officially notice,” then the “Commission… 
shall proceed as provided in subsection (e) of this section.” (Emphasis added.)  Section 309(e) 
provides for a hearing on the substantial and material question(s) of fact.  In this case, the Sippel 
Order poses, according to Judge Sippel, a substantial and material question of fact as meant in 
309(d), and the Receiver suggests as much (in violation of her core duty under the Receivership 
Order).  Also, apart from parties who may challenge an assignment application under 309(d) 
raising the issues posed in the Sippel Order (supporting or opposing them) or ramifications 
thereof, the FCC would have an obligation under 309(d) to deal with those issues as “other 
matters which it may take officially notice.” Thus, the Receiver’s proposal for a stay, to sell and 
assign the licenses, on the suggested basis that would avoid what is posed in the Sippel Order 
and the related Appeals, is ineffective. 
 

8  SSF has direct and indirect LLC-member-interest property, lease property, and contract and other 
rights and interests in ENL, VSL and other LLCs subject of the Sippel Order and also subject of its 
pending bankruptcy proceeding. Also, for its benefit, SSF provided certain claims assignments to Havens. 
9  The fact is that she also seeks to sell the SSF licenses and has applied to the subject California court 
for authority to attempt to do that in the market, which Havens opposed but the court granted.  She has 
also not turned over control of the SSF licenses to SSF in the bankruptcy.  SSF has thus filed a motion to 
compel turnover.   
10  SSF also believes it is also sanctionable under rule §1.52 as knowingly interposed only to delay, 
confuse and frustrate the subject pending appeals.  SSF thus request that sanctions be applied.   
11  That is clear first since SSF and Havens have not withdrawn their Appeals.   
12   The suggested sale of the licenses would not be supported or facilitated by a stay of any hearing order 
and decision on the Appeals.  That is clear since even if such a stay were granted (or not granted, but the 
Commission simply took no action creating a practical stay or delay), any such sales would end up in the 
same place: before the Wireless Bureau in assignment applications where unresolved issues of the 
Referral and Appeal would remain, and Havens and SSF (and others with standing) could challenge the 
assignments seeking, inter alia, a resolution of these matters, and possibly a challenge to the transaction as 
a breach of the Receivership Order and duties of the Receiver under that Order (which would become 
issues of FCC law and interest, when properly presented to the subject court and FCC).   



 (3)  Third.  Moreover, the Receiver and real party in interest Leong13 are not properly 
before the FCC, and fail to disclose the following, which calls for (i) prompt rejection by the 
FCC of any Receiver control over and authority to act for SSF and its FCC licenses, and (ii) an 
investigation of their failures and the underlying violations: 
 

Leong obtained and maintains the Receivership of Receiver Uecker over SSF (and related 
LLCs in which SSF holds property and interests) by claiming in declarations under oath 
to the California Court that issued the Receivership:  That Leong currently has, and has 
had since 1998, an “oral partnership” with Havens that gives Leong “co-control” (which 
at times he asserts as close to full control) over all of the FCC-licensee companies—
including SSF—and all their FCC licenses (over 5,000 total) of which Havens is 
currently listed, and at all times has been listed, as the controlling person in the licenses’ 
applications granted by the FCC; and in which Leong can never be “diluted” as to his 
control and ownership; and in which Leong has no obligation to state, and did not state, 
this hidden-control claim to the FCC or get FCC approval of it.14/15 

 
 The immediate issue SSF raises in this request for immediate relief as to this Leong claim 
is that Receivership over SSF based on it should be summarily rejected by the FCC under its 
exclusive jurisdiction, on many grounds, one of which is that the Receiver failed to disclose this 
Leong-control-claim basis of her Receivership over SSF16 to the FCC in her transfer of control 
applications noted above.  That appears to be why she did not even apply, in those applications, 
to obtain the actual control in any of the SSF licenses, which resided with Havens, but instead 
applied to get the control from SSF which did not hold the control.  The Uecker-Leong 
Receivership is based on the Leong-control claim – contrary to FCC records as to SSF and all its 
licenses—but the Receiver will not state that control claim to the FCC in seeking to take over 
control, since, as is apparent (and apart from being fraudulent) it violated core FCC law 
commencing with Section 301(d) of the Communications Act, is void for illegality, and was 

13  Both have been FCC licensees or controllers, and both alleged to be experienced in FCC business, 
and both are represented by alleged expert FCC-law attorneys.  In this regard, see 47 USC §§ 217 and 
411. 
14   This Leong allegation is fully contrary to his many signed agreements and disclaimers (with advice 
and on some signatures of Leong’s legal counsel).  Havens at all times has fully denied this allegation, 
and asserts counterclaims including for fraudulent inducement and repudiation of Leong’s initial minority 
non-controlling interest in several Havens-controlled LLCs.  A recent SSF pleading pertaining to this 
Leong allegation and the resultant Uecker Receivership is attached hereto as Exhibit 1: the SSS Reply in 
its bankruptcy case filed May 4, 2016.   
15   This Leong allegation, and Havens full denial of it, is topic in recent FCC filings by SSF, Havens, and 
Leong including in the SSF petition filed 3-11-2016 challenging the Receiver’s transfer of control 
applications of SSF licenses.  This Leong allegation was also in exhibits to FCC filings by the Leong 
attorney Steve Coran in 2015. Some of these were not served on Havens, and these sought to influence 
matters in docket 11-71 but without Leong obtaining party rights, submitting his filings by Coran in the 
docket, and serving it on parties.  It appears that many violations are involved.  In this year 2016, SSF 
submitted FOIA requests to the FCC related to these matters, which have been subject to actions to block 
and delay including by the Receiver shown in the California Receivership action and in some FCC 
records thus far provided to SSF and Havens).  The concealments and delays should be stopped.   
16  This is clear in the Leong amended Complaint in the California Receivership action, a copy of which 
Leong’s attorney Steve Coran filed with the FCC in 2015, which, along with other materials, were 
released under FOIA requests in 2016.   
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unlawfully hidden for decades, and asserting this Receivership basis (or even revealing it) would 
subject Leong (who got and maintains her lucrative Receivership) and those who aid and abet 
Leong including via this Receivership, to serious liability before and outside of the FCC.  

- - - - - 
 
 SSF requests an immediate ruling on its three requests submitted above since SSF is in 
bankruptcy, and a threshold issue raised by the Receiver and Mr. Leong (identified above) in the 
bankruptcy, in contesting the bankruptcy, involves the Sippel Order as applied to SSF and the 
Appeals.   But for this application to SSF, there would be no Receivership over SSF and no 
contest on this issue in the bankruptcy.  This has already caused SSF serious and increasing 
injury prior to and in the bankruptcy.  
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 Warren Havens 
 President, and sole Member and sole Director, 
 Skybridge Spectrum Foundation 
 

c/o 2649 Benvenue Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
 
(510) 914 0910   
 
 
 

 Declaration 
 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the facts above are true and correct. 
 
 
 
 Warren Havens 
 Wilmington, Delaware, 5-5-2016 
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Skybridge Spectrum Foundation 
Warren Havens1 

Member, Director, President and Assignee 

Friday April 29, 2016 

To:  Office of the Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 

Attn: The Commission 

Filed: Via electronic filing in the docket listed below.2 

Re:   Docket 11-71, FCC 15M-14 and pending Appeals 

Skybridge Spectrum Foundation, as already explained to the FCC, filed for chapter 11 
bankruptcy. 3 The case is pending and Skybridge Spectrum Foundation is the debtor in 
possession (herein, “SSF”) with attendant authority including to submit applications and requests 
to the FCC, as it does herein.4 

This letter addresses an aspect of interlocutory Order FCC 15M-14 of Judge Sippel (the 
“Sippel Order”).  The Sippel Order (1) removed entities from the proceeding (only three of 
which were active parties) (the “Removal”) and (2) referred a question on “qualification” to the 
Commission for its consideration (the “Referral”).   

For one clear procedural reason already in the SSF pending appeals of the Sippel Order, 
SSF submits and requests that the Commission immediately rule that SSF is not subject to the 
Removal or the Referral.  

A Supplement to Interlocutory Appeals of the Sippel Order was filed on 9-11-2015 (the 
“Supplement”), under written advance approval by the Office of General Counsel (as the due 
date, page length, permitted reply, etc.), by attorney Jeff Blumenfeld for SSF, Warren Havens (as 

1 This is filed by Warren Havens for SSF, rather than by an attorney for SSF, since the Receiver has 
refused to turn over to SSF its property including cash needed to pay an attorney for such matters.  SSF 
has filed in the bankruptcy case a motion to compel turn over.  The Commission, in the HDO FCC 11-64 
that commenced docket 11-71, found Havens to be qualified as a party due to years of pleadings before 
the Wireless Bureau he presented for himself, SSF and the LLCs noted herein.   
2 A certificate of service and mailing will be separately prepared and filed. 
3 In the US Bankruptcy Court, Delaware, Case No. 16-10626 (CSS), commenced on March 11, 2016. 
4  Upon the filing of a chapter 11 petition, the debtor becomes the debtor-in-possession.  11 U.S.C. § 
1101(1). The debtor-in-possession has all of the rights and powers and is obligated to perform all of the 
functions and duties of a chapter 11 trustee, including operating the debtor’s business. 11 U.S.C. §§ 
1107(a), 1108.  Indeed, that is the fundamental presumption underlying chapter 11.   See, e.g., In re 
Princeton Square Associates, L.P., 201 B.R. 90, 95 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1996). “Unless the court, on request 
of a party in interest and after notice and a hearing, orders otherwise, the trustee may operate the debtor’s 
business.”  11 U.S.C. § 1108. 
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an individual party) and LLCs managed by Havens, all of which were subject of the Sippel 
Order.    

In footnote 3, the Supplement explains that only VSL (Verde Systems LLC) and ENL 
(Environmentel LLC) participated in the Hearing that the Sippel Order described as, in some 
ways, objectionable—not SSF (or other LLCs), and that is entirely clear in the record of this 
proceeding.5 

Further, in the Reply filed by attorney Blumenfeld for SSF (and Havens and the LLCs) to 
the oppositions filed against the Supplement, at footnote 2, the Reply argues, in support of the 
relief requested, that it is clearly arbitrary and capricious for the sanctions in the Sippel Order 
(the Referral6 and the Removal) to be applied to any entity but for the active licensee entities, 
ENL and VSL, again, since (for this threshold reason alone) the non-active entities were not a 
participants in matters the Sippel Order criticized. 7  

Because SSF was not a participant in the matters criticized in the Sipple Order, the Order 
cannot lawfully be applied to SSF under both fundamental due process reasons, and under the 
rule cited by Judge Sippel as basis for the Referral, §1.251(f)(3), which provides (emphasis 
added): 

1.251 Summary decision. 
* * * * 
(f) The presiding officer may take any action deemed necessary to assure that
summary decision procedures are not abused. He may rule in advance of a
motion that the proceeding is not appropriate for summary decision, and may take
such other measures as are necessary to prevent any unwarranted delay.

(1) Should it appear to the satisfaction of the presiding officer that a motion
for summary decision has been presented in bad faith or solely for the purpose of
delay, or that such a motion is patently frivolous, he will enter a determination to
that effect upon the record.

(2) If, on making such determination, the presiding officer concludes that the
facts warrant disciplinary action against an attorney, he will certify the matter to
the Commission with his findings and recommendations, for consideration under
§ 1.24.

5  SSF has direct and indirect LLC-member-interest property, lease property, and contract and other 
rights and interests in ENL, VSL and other LLCs subject of the Sippel Order and also subject of its 
pending bankruptcy proceeding.  Also, for its benefit, SSF provided certain claims assignments to 
Havens.  
6  Under the federal Administrative Procedures Act, the Referral may be considered a sanction even if it 
does not require action by the Commission and does not impose any direct adverse affect. 
7  The Sippel Order is also factually in error and otherwise improper for other reasons, including as to 
ENL and VSL, as explained in the appeal pleadings filed by Mr. Blumenfeld, the Chadbourne law firm, 
and Havens.  In addition, see the Declaratory ruling request submitted by Havens on 4-5-2016 showing 
why the rule cited in the Sippel Order as the basis of the Referral is ultra vires and void, and asking the 
FCC to declare that and thus find the Sippel Order void on that basis. 
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(3) If, on making such determination, the presiding officer concludes that
the facts warrant a finding of bad faith on the part of a party to the
proceeding, he will certify the matter to the Commission, with his findings
and recommendations, for a determination as to whether the facts warrant
addition of an issue as to the character qualifications of that party.

For reasons given above, since the Sippel Order Removal and Referral cannot be applied 
to SSF as a non-participant, SSF submits and requests that the Commission immediately rule that 
SSF is not subject to the Removal or the Referral. 

The immediate ruling is needed since SSF is in bankruptcy, and a threshold issue raised 
by the Receiver and Mr. Leong (identified above) in the bankruptcy, in contesting the 
bankruptcy, involves the Sippel Order as applied to SSF.   But for this application to SSF, there 
would be no receivership over SSF and no contest on this issue in the bankruptcy.  This has 
already caused SSF serious and increasing injury prior to and in the bankruptcy.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Warren Havens 
President, and sole Member and sole Director, 
Skybridge Spectrum Foundation 
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Certificate of Service 
 

I, Warren Havens, certify that on this 6th day of May 2016, I caused to be served by 
placing into the USPS mail system with first- class postage affixed, unless otherwise noted, a 
copy of the foregoing filing, including any attachments and exhibits, to the following:1 

 
Chairman Thomas Wheeler 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Mignon Clyburn 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Jessica Rosenworcel 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Ajit Pai 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Michael O’Rielly 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Jon Wilkins, Bureau Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Roger Noel, Division Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
 

                                                
1  Among the below-listed persons, in addition to Administrative Law Judge Richard Sippel (the 
“ALJ”) and the FCC Enforcement Bureau, are counsel to parties in Docket No. 11-71.   
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Scot Stone, Deputy Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Kathy Harris, Deputy Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Richard Arsenault, Chief Counsel 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Jonathan Sallet, Esq., General Counsel 
Office of General Counsel 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
Linda Oliver, Esq., Associate General Counsel  
Administrative Law Division 
Federal Communications Commission  
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
The Honorable Richard L. Sippel 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

 
Pamela Kane, Brian J. Carter, Michael Engel 
Investigations and Hearing Division Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW – Room 4-C330 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
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Robert J. Keller 
Law Offices of Robert J. Keller, P.C. 
PO Box 33428 
Washington, D.C. 20033 
Counsel for Maritime Communications/Land Mobile LLC 
 
Robert G. Kirk, Mary O’Connor 
Wilkinson Barker Knauer, LLP 
2300 N Street, NW - Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
Counsel for Choctaw Telecommunications, LLC and Choctaw Holdings, LLC 

 
Jeffrey L. Sheldon 
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP 
2001 L Street, NW - Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Counsel for Puget Sound Energy, Inc. 
 
Jack Richards, Albert J. Catalano, Wesley Wright 
Keller & Heckman LLP 
1001 G Street, NW - Suite 500 West 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Counsel for Enbridge Energy Co., Inc.; EnCana Oil and Gas (USA), Inc.; Dixie 
Electric Membership Corp. 
 
Charles A. Zdebski 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
1717 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counsel for Duquesne Light Co. 
 
Matthew J. Plache 
Law Office of Matthew J. Plache 
5425 Wisconsin Avenue - Suite 600, PMB 643 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 
Counsel for Pinnacle Wireless Corp. 

 
David L. Hunt J.D., Inspector General 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of Inspector General 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Christopher M. Shields, Investigative Attorney 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of Inspector General 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
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Brian D Weimer  
Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton LLP  
2099 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Suite 100 
Washington, DC 20006 
Counsel to Susan Uecker, Receiver 
 
Stephen Coran 
Lerman Senter PLLC 
2000 K Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counsel to Arnold Leong  

 
/ s / 
__________________ 
Warren Havens 
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Certificate of Service 
 

I, Warren Havens, certify that on this 6th day of May 2016, I caused to be served by 
placing into the USPS mail system with first- class postage affixed, unless otherwise noted, a 
copy of the foregoing filing, including any attachments and exhibits, to the following:1 

 
Chairman Thomas Wheeler 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Mignon Clyburn 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Jessica Rosenworcel 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Ajit Pai 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Commissioner Michael O’Rielly 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Jon Wilkins, Bureau Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Roger Noel, Division Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
 

                                                
1  Among the below-listed persons, in addition to Administrative Law Judge Richard Sippel (the 
“ALJ”) and the FCC Enforcement Bureau, are counsel to parties in Docket No. 11-71.   
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Scot Stone, Deputy Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Kathy Harris, Deputy Chief 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Richard Arsenault, Chief Counsel 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Mobility Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Jonathan Sallet, Esq., General Counsel 
Office of General Counsel 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
Linda Oliver, Esq., Associate General Counsel  
Administrative Law Division 
Federal Communications Commission  
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
The Honorable Richard L. Sippel 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

 
Pamela Kane, Brian J. Carter, Michael Engel 
Investigations and Hearing Division Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW – Room 4-C330 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
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Robert J. Keller 
Law Offices of Robert J. Keller, P.C. 
PO Box 33428 
Washington, D.C. 20033 
Counsel for Maritime Communications/Land Mobile LLC 
 
Robert G. Kirk, Mary O’Connor 
Wilkinson Barker Knauer, LLP 
2300 N Street, NW - Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
Counsel for Choctaw Telecommunications, LLC and Choctaw Holdings, LLC 

 
Jeffrey L. Sheldon 
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP 
2001 L Street, NW - Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Counsel for Puget Sound Energy, Inc. 
 
Jack Richards, Albert J. Catalano, Wesley Wright 
Keller & Heckman LLP 
1001 G Street, NW - Suite 500 West 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Counsel for Enbridge Energy Co., Inc.; EnCana Oil and Gas (USA), Inc.; Dixie 
Electric Membership Corp. 
 
Charles A. Zdebski 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
1717 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counsel for Duquesne Light Co. 
 
Matthew J. Plache 
Law Office of Matthew J. Plache 
5425 Wisconsin Avenue - Suite 600, PMB 643 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 
Counsel for Pinnacle Wireless Corp. 

 
David L. Hunt J.D., Inspector General 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of Inspector General 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
Christopher M. Shields, Investigative Attorney 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office of Inspector General 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 



 Certificate of Service Page 4 of 4 

Brian D Weimer  
Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton LLP  
2099 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Suite 100 
Washington, DC 20006 
Counsel to Susan Uecker, Receiver 
 
Stephen Coran 
Lerman Senter PLLC 
2000 K Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Counsel to Arnold Leong  

 
/ s / 
__________________ 
Warren Havens 

 


